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y Th?s paper proposes a new and more precise methoh of
tional conmunlcatlon than the one currently enployed by the
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T. Intrpduction

N

A4

v since- the first sYstematlc measurement of ° organizational :

v

'commnnlcation some thirty years aqo ‘(Jacobson § Seashore,.1§51); and

5y

the first published use of- the tern»"dommunication audit" some five

- years iater (odiorne,}§195u); the 'lea§9rement of organizational
'communi~ation has qrown from a scattering of sindle-nethod, single-~

)
_orqanxzation, one-shot research attemrts to systematic multi-method,

\ 00
. . -

1nvest1qatlons 1n 1arqe numbers.of orqanizations. For example, the’

" LTT/0CD aud1ts, 51m11ar to the ICA Audit (Goldhaber 5 Rogers, 1979),

b,
have been repeated by' Wllo (1979) and ‘associates 1n at least 29

: //ganizations, malnly 1n\F1n1and The. ?E)ﬁfudit 1tself Jhas so far
been applied to _over 120 organizations jin the United States and
‘Canada. Because the lattér has been more highly publicired and

institutionalized, it iE " the subject _of 'focus~here.‘Howerer, a

-
- ’

conplete dlscu551on of the ICA Audit is beyond the sdope- of ‘this
P

paper. For an excellent destrlptxon of the Audlt we highly recommend

14

.The\ ICA Audit is operated by an orqanizatioh of its own

numberlnq in the hundreds of members. It has implemented formalized

‘3

xrarnlnq ‘ and" cert;flcatlon procedures for them, as 'well’ as

' centralized _the managenment of instrument development, analysiS"

e o - : R A ‘o .
1Ioremost and far reaching are some indirect effects, The Audit ha

proceduresy and data: basé manaqement. Thls orqan121ng appears to
have had positive ‘Pffects on .the\ soc1al _and, theoretical *
intrastfucture ~o% the orqanigaticnal communication.fiéld.:Perhap:/
expanded and ‘'made more‘vdispernable the "inyisible college" of

. . ( /4 . . t:.‘ .. ’



organizational communication scholars: It also appears to have

fostered qgreater conceptual ‘consensuss Similarly, it may have
stimulated the number, scope,,.and quality -  of comprehensive

4

.iiterature reviews (Goldhaber, et al., 1978; Dennls, et al., 1978
Monge, et al., 1978; Farace,,et al,., 1958), and texts (Farace, - et
ai,; 19f8;. Rogers ¢ Roders,l1977§~goldhaher, et al., 19?9).0hich'
“have aﬁpeared‘in the iaét fev -years. 'I£f may not 'be entlrely

LA

c01nc1denta1 that most of these syntheses haye multlple aufhors.
' 3

.

AA’ o The Audit has als , nore direct- and immediate ‘effect through its:
:\

‘role. ‘Research skills/énd knowledge among

professional . educatio

ould have occurred ,

D)

scholars has qrounwmoreawidely,and-rapidl} thap

'

! . without auditor tfain,

Furthermore. th Audit
ny

jtcess to organlzatlo‘$ and hence, increased

g and certificatioh.
hasitxpanded scholars!'

richness of

the perlences about pract1ca1~ orqanizqtion91'

s a result, theory construction efforts.

o«

communlcatlon problems.

have*proflted

-

While the Audit \ppears to have had these major 'meta-

‘effects, it also appears to have 8thnced

the smbstantive and - met odcloq1ca1. quallty .of ‘organlzational

- " ‘bommunication_ research. Pe\haps nost 51gn1f1cant ‘among a number of

such effects is that the Au\xt offers' promise, or at 1east a
A

prototype, for enabling carequxexaminotion of some crititval issues.

sand -critics of orqanizaticna1§co\munication theory. Clearly, such

examination is possible ibecause the \very same methods "are being:

\) : . ‘:fﬁ.‘,.l. I ‘5
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Nevertheleqs, herein lies a potential theoretical fault. It'can

be 1nferred from continqency theories' (Lawrence: & ?L sch, 1967-'

J
Galbraith, 1977) that orqanizational communication processgs vary

videly, dependinq on .envrronpental conditions. ®hus, mechanical

administration of the same measures across different organizations

4

{or different functional subunit= within one organization)Juay fail

\

to capture ‘not only inportant' variance,-amonqh_them, but crucial

unique_.variance vithinnnanv differenﬁ orqanizations. This. suggests
L0t . , \, \- .- - N
‘that extendinq continqency theory ﬁpuul nethodological level

¥ .

'requires applicmtion 'of ‘a. custon mix of measurement tools for each

orqanlzation based on -otherwise known chpracteristics- - Recent'

<+ »

)’ .

empirical evidence may ,he.used,to,suggort thlS p051tion (Tushman,.

1977,1979: Danowski, f980: Kapitula ~

. N . ‘ e
obviouslv, as the variance increases 1in applging such tgpls,
i . . . . . : = .

' 'theorists! - dreanms of empiktically treatinq fi'sues . ,of .

Y

qeneraliiability,"aqqreoation, and statistical testinq would drifg

.further from fullfillment. <

Nevertheless, .a notable counterLrgunent . to the 'radical;

extention of contingency. views exist .on both theoretical and

measurement levels. Contingent variation is not scientifically

'!

observable unless the sane-neasurement~procedures are consistently

pRplied across organizations- Otherwvise, -contingency. "theordes" -

. ' , . ‘

, : ' ' N Y - :
. cease to be such, for they are not falsifiable. Observed contingent

«

variation may be an artifact of the variance in measurement

techniques used. This alternative explanation cannot readily be

’

refrutea uithout the 'same measurement techniques being used, across

different orqanizations. T - . o . %
. Nevertheless, this counter arqument is not intended to lay to
. d - » . ‘

\

Barnett, uqaer vrevrew),

“



» despite. their

rest theoretical questioning of the measurement procedure used by

A

. - A . .
D or other audit afpfroaches. If the audit scales,-

the 1ICA, LTT/

consistant application do  no represent precise

/variance in orqanizational comgurication processes, - then they are

K limited. Wide scope theory construction and revealation o subtle
~ . . . .
effects. are. restrtcted. In general,' the more . the processes of

scientific interest varies, the m{re precise the measurement scales
must be. This is particularly true, since accurate assessment of

., B ¢
<D

chan over time jis important. Also. at a’ practical level, more

scalinq _enables finer adjustments in an organlzatlon°s

mmunlcatlon patterns. Furthermore, there is 1ncreased oﬂpor;unlty

L

to observe 1npacts on orqanlzatlonal effectxveness.

zi Host standard auditing . instruments relj/ on crude ordinal
S o

.é "

. . 'scalel, mainly “ or 5 polnt leert type scales, _andL sgketlmes 7

.

. \ N .
p01nt Semantlc Dlﬁﬁerentx 1 Scales. Cleafly, investigqg tors have not
, Chosen these llmlted scales out of™Sheer ‘nalvite. éontemporary

(althouqh 1arqe1y untested) acadenlc "folk wisdonm"® holds that most

~ ) ’ ~

“ vorkers cannot effectlvely underctand ! use more sophistlcaféd
J » -
' scales. So, conpromlses in measureneng'have been nade.<, . ¢

Houever, the ba81c prlnciples cf sc1ent1f1c ev1dence suggest it

' ﬁs inapproprf/te to leave such 1mportant scallng assunptlons_
untested. The potentlal theoretlca}xlmpllcatlons are too great. ‘For

othds reason, we enharked on the research reported here, which

‘ measures many. of the same constructs used to measure coamunication
> ‘A . v 5
_ . -

. A :
‘clilate in- the ICA and LTTAOCD Audits. However, we used metric

' grgctgggatl_g ;g§. raﬁher.than ordinal scales. Before rebort?nq

J

actu al thods, sahples and results, the issues surrounding”
'dard;ordinal and more pre?ise scales should be digscussed. L

s
Q :., - < ) (::j ) ) { 7 .

’
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¢ ‘ :
L II. neasufe;ent Theory - ' » '

' r.'I'K-e précess éfﬂqeasureﬁent essentially inv&lves 'setfind'iin a
ong;to-one_ corresﬁondence fhe maqnitude 6: quantity of, some’
- _ attribute gPsséssed‘by a set of stimuli \ﬁith 'éhe sét"qf “péa1/
\ nu;béésl‘ The _real number ! system has five' .propertieés which are

- iiportant“to thg méQ§urement proééés. They'aré: 1;-:It .ig ordered,

such that, 'one is. less than vtvo is less than three, and so on,

" '(1€2<3<...<n-1<n). 2) The distances bqﬁiﬁe? the intervals are equal.
. ‘ .A.That.ié;'the diSkerence betveen 2 and“?fis equal to the,.diffqrence

betveeﬁ % .and 5 (3—2=S-“j. 3) It has-a true (absolutef: zero point,
. . . ! .

: : w
‘The first three properties are those generally ,associatdd with matio

¥ scales. The real numbers have tvo additional pfopertiés vhi¢h have
.important implications for measurement. 4) The real nugger systen is

\ ~ . . . '
\> unpdunded -or infinite. 5) 1is infinitely dense. ‘Between any two
oot e . v //

"values a thipd can be placed without limi t. ' A YV/
It is important to select ;- meaéurenent system which nmeets

. .
these Trequirements :because the :%opls og'nathenatiég can be more
fuilf apﬁ%iednto the gathered data.. qhen chpoﬁinq oné that does pot

meet fhése ‘requirements the researcher nmust .set aside ce7xain

e , .
' éséunptibns befofe .pfr‘ raing any. mathematical ~opera£ioﬁs. For
éxanpie,* to dividg requires -an ab;élutgiiero paint. Without is; the
ratio i# meaningless. L S .“" ‘
. ’ - . ) ' -
t 4 . The ICA Connunicat%on Audit currenb*y employs tikéﬁt—type'items
to fneasure ﬂﬁn o§qanizatioh's communicatiqn :pétterns.ﬁ Thgy ‘atel
‘ bohnded, fi;e point fixéd—éhoice itenms. ?hey_fget only- the first €wo
%fequireie ts .0of the real nuﬁbéts‘order and equal ihtérvality.‘Theylr_
' fail to meet tbe‘of@er.three; théy do ﬁot havé‘ an absolute zero
fj ? pqiﬂt' "the¥ afe SeVelellY bq“ndgg.liniﬁisq fﬁecpossibléfvariation in

o i . hd s ]
ERIC - w0 b 8 J




’ ‘ . \ \
measureagqnt, and, they limit .density. These qualitiés severely
v . restrict the instrument's preciSLOn oﬁ\ueaéure. Sinee these scales

discrininate only five dlfferent values, they bulld 20% error into _
¢
the ‘measurement process. Due to thelr form, they are incapable of

3
‘ ‘w precisidn qreater than 80' accuracv. Hhen coupled with measurement
' ]

error (aSSaninq the . stimulus to the wrong category) and »

' unreliabiliti. these measures may be further limited in validity-and
) . 2

' . ot

N the _rec?lnendations to modify - an - organization's  communication/
- ) : . ,

“structurquay be erroneous.
\ < o _ _
As. an'~alternative "to the currently <mployed measureaent
A pﬁocedures, the direct. magnitude estimate form of fraétlonatlon
scales ‘fﬁy be used to measure an organization's connunlcatlon.

T?rqerson {1958: 94) descr1bes the fractlonatlon nethod as follows‘

: t ‘The loqlc of the fractiongilon methods cah be .
4 stated quite sibply: It is gssuned that a
. : subject is capable of d1re:3uererceivinq and
* remdrting the magnitude of a sefnse-ratio: i.e., |
. : the ratio between two:. subjective magnitudes.
\ .+ This assumption is, %f course, subject to tests
‘ « . of internal consistancy. actionation methody
- ~are found in, tvo qeneral fornsF In one fora, the
'subject 1is presented with twvo stimuli and
T instructed - to Iegrort ' the . subjective ratio
/// s \ - |” between them with respect to the designated
‘ attribute. For example, tvo tdnes of the same
“ pitch might be pregented to thé subject: with
instructions to report the ratio of loydness of*
o the first tone to the second. We shall refe to :
: 7 met hods tthat use this approach as dii{ct- ) R
estimate neth?ds. i . : e ’

-‘The'isual~procedﬁresfthis methcd employs and the approach this
> . .4 . ' . . .
paper advocates, is“&essen%ially a special case of)subjéctive-'

-

,estimate method. Assunme hat there- are n stimuli to be scaled With

L% { ’ -
N

/ resﬁect;'tb . some atfribvte. The researcher provldes subjects a .
EN o

,

standé!d, anchored at’ one d with the absolute zero point {none .of |,

,

the attribute) and at the other by sote &rbl rary value. Often,’this

e 40 T s




poiht _is one of. the ‘stinuli to be sceled, either the largest- or
smallest séluulus of the group. Hovever, Stevens (1956) reco7QEnds a
middle stimulus or an averaqe value tc serve as the _standard's upper
bound. This does not bound- the scale and is easier to- use when the

magnitudes of the individual stimuli are unknown. The researcher

I
L]

then pre‘sents_\the remaining stimuli along with the standard, and thdl
subicsts estinate_the ratio of the stimuli to the’standard.'Repeated .
judgements, by a large nhmper of different observers are necesgary
to Obtein stable estimates.
| -While these procedures ﬂave been frequently enployed \in
.nsvchophysical.research (Torqgerson, 1958), they have less often been
uséd to study attitudes or.the percept;on, of'>absgragt_ attributes
(such as how much infs}ﬁation is received fqge_a sou;ce). Some
noia@Je excepgions deal with the mass media (Barnett 8“ McPhail,

1975, 1980), perceived uncerteinty {Barpett £ Hughes, 1978),

oraganizational attitudes (Hamlin .8‘ Hughes, 1980),a perceived
don1nance,k&3randg‘ 1980) and attitude c ge (Kap%?V1tz, et al.,
1980). W®hile not d;rectly colparable, e Gallleo(tm) | metric
multldlienSLan} scaling’ procedures (Roelfel € Fink, .1980; Woelfel,
et al., 1980) uses a varlatlonLf the samen methoef The fesearcher
provides subjects a standard vhere zero. 1s no difference and some
'value is set as khe stan‘grd s upper lilit. The’ subjed/s then
‘ determine the laqnltude offdlffefence qg@ngpairs\bé/goncepts.

- There are a nunber {f adva:taqes of fractlonaelon scales made .
poss1b1e by é;e;r correspogdence to the real number system. They

J

allow for cons1detab1e variance. They are unbouﬁq\d and are 1dea117
- V -
S“iked to ;neasuge change oVer, time and thus, }Ju{/ process of

cgnnunic&tion. They aﬁe capable of fine dlscrlli tlens among

| SN e L
e ad . \ ’
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. .
v . -
‘

stimuli and they do not build errcr inta the measuremdnt process.

. Also, they have advantages in theory construction 4nd allow for o

qreat r\control over the measured bheﬁomenon. He shall deal with

these'ad¥antaqes one at a tinme. ) - :
According to Dpanes and Woelfel (1975), a gqoal of the

A

measurement process is to create_; scale which will nmaximize the

potential variation in the magqnitude of a measured attribgte.ﬁuhile.

maximizing the maei&nce, a scale shogld also be reliable. That |is,

if a qroup of observers measures a set of stimuli, when they again

neasure/the stimuli in the future, the variances should be the>sane.

Por any single 'stinulus, however, the goal of the neasurement

&

process is for the different observers to agree on the precise

naqnfiude of, an attribute pocessed by the -stimulus and thus to limit

the variance about the mean respanse.Al

SARIRS
7y f.\

n the nmeasurement of

‘ orqanlzatlonal communication, many differemt individual stimuli may "’

|
be measured by a sinqle quesition. Por exanple, "How much information

do you recelve fron your ianm dlate superv1sor°" This questlon may

1

. evoke a varlety of responses. For example, there may be a number: of

_differént superv1s10rs and, ideally, the measures should prec1se1w.L

o
. . . -, - . . ) \
d%scri’lnate how they vgry in the amount of information they make

>~ : - \
available to their subordinates. Thus, the criterion for selection

- . ‘ L.
' of a measurement ,system to observe organizational communication

/

~

should be one thﬂ% maximizes vari&E:e while at the same wtipe

ct magnitude estimate form of
1

f actlonatlon scales neets this . requirement eof/,naxlnlzlnq the

na;1n1zlnq the reliability. ' The 4di

potential for varlanee;)Its reliabllity in orqanizational settings

may be determined. '_g : ! .
- . .‘. . \ .
Because fratatioﬁatiqﬂﬂscales have a true zero "point and are

- N j 11 - f A



¢ : 11

Y . N
L]

unhounded, they \are 'capable of measuring cﬂanqe over time and. the

process of cdlnunlcaticn. Subiects are free to respond with any real

number when describing an orgamization's conmmunication patterns.
¢ /

‘True variance is not .Fmited by the scale, As a result, the
differences in communication patterns are not homogenized and the
differences among orqanizations (or functional subsystems) are not

restricted. No matter how extreme an 1udcenent nay becone, the

instrument is capable of describing . this chanqe( The variance,

cgoupled with the true zero point, makes possible the calculation of.’

-

the ~rate of orqanlzational change with _écea;( precision. By

4
2

subtractlnq the scale valge ‘over time, change may ba expressed as a

4 ‘

velocity. Velocity is the{rat;o of change in the nadnitude~-of an

-attribute to  the .chaﬂqe in! time (Vv = s/ t). Given multiple’
< ‘s
measures, accelerations may also he calculated \galn, acceleratigﬂx"

L4 A .

. is a ratio of the change in welocity to the chanqe in time (A v/

’ [

-.t). Afaiaale (1973, 1977) has arqued that velocity and acceleration

- .
are necessary to dIscuss the frrocess of connunication. Since the*
] - . v .

crider scales have no true zero .point, calculations of these ratios,
’ ‘ c

. k N .
are impossible and any discussjon of the PRocess of communication is

» . . . . -
inappropriate.. : I S ' ;'
K. This forn of fractlonat n scald has unllmlted dens1t7. Thus‘
these scales do notrﬁpullg error into the measurenent process,

[} e ']
-
althouqh error may result if an obcerver assigns the wronq value toq

a v
a stlnulus. This_ characterlstlc of the-scale is lnportant, even _if

[

obserVers do not use all the allowable values. (They can't. s1nce'

* ' ~ the scale is Qense without elinit;t‘ It simply quqestsy/éga; _sze‘
‘”f‘neasg}eaenf device is capable ofibptecision; 'limited,oaiy by~aa
~  observer's senses and mot by the scale itself. * "\\\5; 5 g
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T - Scales of this form have adtantages iﬁ/;heory constructlon and

P ‘ B

in 3the enp1r1ca1 tests of these theorlgs. Their unrestrlcted range

h +  and dedslty nake p0551b1e the deternlnatlon of )subt1e~ relatlons'

b ] EECN

among varlables. -Th1s 1s of spec1a1 1mportance when the relatlons

RS ’
. . K -

*  are nonllheaf or, wvhen they hold coly . withip certain 11m1ts. The .

' crude scales truncate the range and obscure the 11m1ts~ They allow
. \ -
for only the quSSeSt nonllnear relatlons. The goals of sc1ence are

-

.preclse predlctlon,‘ to . make poss1b1e the constructlon of. accurate

- theories.(eiplanagion) and subtle controI. G1yen these goals,‘ ohe__

a should  adopt . measurement = tccls  which facilitate their

A

~ . ac compllshnents. : L

The last Foint 1s.1mportant uhen applylnq the fipndings of -a
-Communication Audit to improve an organlzat%?n's ﬁunctioninq;'Commouv
’éuestions.“exechtives might ’askf.are, "wyere do the returns to,my

S . . N e . e e s s
organization per-dollar sﬁent.dn communlcatlon activities beqln to

diminish?", "Where wlll I get the greatest payoff per dollar spent on

communlcatlon act1v1t1es?" or, "Fhen will the payoff occur’" These

o

questlons 1mply nonl inear relatlons between“'money speht and th

naqnltude . of a measured comnunlcation .;' ribute. scaies
;u_currently used 1n the Audlt are 1ncapable of tlhe precision uezessaryd
tofansuerAthese questrons.Thus, eveﬂyfrom an pragmatic view the most
precise measurement system should be adopted. |
. " ghile direct-na@pitude estimate fractionation scales have
theoreticalﬂzdvantaqes, they have nct been widely adopted to measure .
coumunicatlou variables. Certain1{3~agruments exist against their

use. We have® heard threg.. One “is that they are too dlfﬁgcult for the‘

qeneral public, e.qg., worke:ﬂ who‘épu/;ete the communlc;tlon aud1t.

y report any real number, they must not
‘ \ ) 1 . >

o

Two is because respondents

mlc .. 13
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£

. “ be reliable. And' three is the questlon- Is it really neceskary to
L S8R

'%}aﬁe scales v1th such qreat prec1510n vhen people do not normally

differentlate in that much detarl?

,?: " These arqunents may be taken to be empir1ca1 questions. If
. . R
three crf(erlon can be" met- 1) -workers are ahle to use these scales,

'".2) they do dlfferentlate communlcatlon st1nu11 with more detail than

is alloweéd by the crude tradxtlonal scales, and 3) they are 'used

-rellahly, then because of the theoretlcal and practlcal advantages,
'they sheuld be adopted for the ICA unmunlc?tlon Audlt.
. ’lelted past.emplrlcal research indicates th}t_ the ‘general .
public ‘cah use‘ these' measureuent ~tools.v;§arnett; et al. (1976)
'i‘_ueasuredxpolitical attitudes with.a random sample ot' thé.'puhlic.i~

»

- Hamlin and Hughes'- (1980) used~ these ;scales “¢0 measure wvorker
attitudes. In both‘cases{ theorlcally valld results vere: repbrted.
Barmett and Hughes (1978) reported a rellablllty of 929 for a 1u

‘item scales -to measurg yoters!? certalnty of" the presldentlal

‘

candidates' issue- pdsitions.‘ Brandt (1980) reports 1ntercoder
-t reliah111 es of 9&9.1n the measurement of domlnance. R
HypQq| eses o T d R

” . | ’ : . ‘ N .
The d:.sscuss:.on above suqqest's’the 'following ‘hypotheses:

A ‘ 1. H1- Workers will be able-to use fractionation scales to

R

descrlbe the comnunlcatlon patterns in the vork place.
2. H2.. Workers will -use nmore that f1ve levels of
\

dlsciininatlon to dlfferentlate the1r comnunlcatlon act1v1t1es.

3. #13: Workers will use fractionation scales reliably - to -

1t

describe thefir communication activities. These reliabflity levels

8 . . ! . )
will be equivilent to those reported for the current ICA procedures.
o N . - e , - o
And, the fractionation methnggill result in more reliable varignce
. r * @ '

o - . : ' ‘f -‘_ ~ ':‘ .14ij




than in the current ICA Audit procedures.

ITI. Methods S - - g N
: ' Yy gs : L -

‘70 teststhe above ngotheses, a commuynication audit was carried

out*“u51nq fractxonatﬂon _scales to measure certain communication

r s

-+ . +

-

activies.

Site Selection
Five sites from with a large multinaxionafP'c&rporation were(i/

. selected to A{reflect,;~hiqh contrast on sej‘rql dimensions--

/ ——

~ommun1catlonfpractices, unlpn act1v1t1es, technology, bus1ness llfe

cycle status, qeoqraphlcal catlon and enployee status conp051tlon.

% In thls %ay, it was possible to- ascertaln if a wide r?nge\\of
/ ' . . .

differeﬁt .types of tworkers in different work situations could use -

the ;;%ctionation proeedures- The sites are described below::

1f"',northeastern, non-union, advanced technqlogy, growing
/’ ‘business, predominantly hcurly work force
v /32 A northeastern, ‘anion, -high technology, growlnq . .
;/' - business, predomimantly technlcali hourly vork force
3 ;' southern,.unlon, lou technology, stable husiness

predomlnantly hourly work force -

II

, 4 _) northeastern,“non-unlon, RED, hatvest business,.
/ g " predominantly exempt ‘scientists.

/ 5 .nidvestern; non-union, low technology, stable = . :
. business,\predoninantly\hcurly work force

Instrument Construction

-+ The iﬁstrument.vas designed and ;retestea atla sixth corporate
| site. It employed  many of the same 1tems as in the ICA Audit's

vritten questlonnalre. Paralell guestlons to the’;CA 1nstrument vere

used on: information recelved (actial and ‘ ideal), sources‘ of

information, (actuelw and ideal), and -organizational outcomes..

Hovwever, these questions were altered to use fractionation scales.

For example, workers. were asked to score how much 1nformatlon they’

*




L

. R o
‘receiyed on twelve  organizatioral topics. EacK question asked
. N Toe oy

'respomdents to let 50 represent the average amoumg of a’'given topic

»
' \

M -3

( & -and zero repéesented‘none\of the  topic. Employees were asked® to

quantitatively estindte how .much information ‘they reckived in

t

: ., relation to this_ standard. Next, the employeesd were asked tp

estimate hom)much thyy needed of each information topic.'

Employees also SC red 19 sources of lnformatlon using.the Sale
scale,(_for sim' attributes: dctual use, perferred use, easelinf
access, .usefulness, accuradE and tlmeliness. The sources were:
coworkers im By uglt, -voékers in other units, supervisor, mlddle .'
manaoers, top ma%aqers,»the qrasevimfg group meetings,' loca?? plant

and’ nevsletters, written letters,}

5newspaper, local publlcatlons

Remos qud ‘reports, bulletln boards, ‘company wide annuai ,reports,

. . rd
i v

the 1ca Audlt, employees were asked hou'

s \

local radio and tVv new

Further, in lineb
‘Satlsfled they were with 11 organ12atlonal environment - attr;bqtes.‘
Again, emplovees were to assume that 50 was averaqe satmsfaction and’

"zero was no satisfaction. The irstrUment also incluﬁed»site unigque
> ;- A

questions, or what Goldhaber and FRogers call cafeteria items. A copy

of the complete questlonnalre, with obscured references to the host

. . corpoghtion, appears at the end of the paper.

Data~Co ection
| Selection of ‘subjects vas'determined through\a'single stage, -
stratlfled random sample. The prlnary sampllng unit for the study
vas’ the individual employee. Populatlon .composition data were

"collected for'each site: Sampling strata were defined by, ;orker

..status——hourly '1nd1v1dual contrlbutors, nonexempt salarled clerks,

e

' secretarles and technxcxans, and exeaft professxonal contrlbutors.
: - *




The nuﬁber -and Coipbsitioﬁ of strata varieopamonq the sites as a
2 N .
result of the frequency of ‘workers “assigned ‘"to each of, several

worker cateqories. The strata - constructions. vere determined as a
; . \ o e : - A .

. ~
N

result of the number :of workers i each category. . C e

.

" An analysis of the standard errors from ‘the preteét results

»
~

indicated that 'variation'sin ‘responses vas assoclated wlth uorker

jstatus. D1rect exanlnatlon of %he,standard erroprs. 1mp11ed, oo lhsf

» i

:varlables,* that the oplnionc of hourly elployees vere less varlable

‘ than those of exemptaenployees. As a tesudlt of ‘this pattern of

[

Yarlablllty, ‘it was determlned that the nost approprlate sampllng

allocation procedure wvas ,Optlmuny‘ or Neyman ° Allocathn (Neynan,
1934 . It is designed to . minimize within stratum variance for a _

, . -
* - -] -
. : N . PR

fixed- total sample s _ 3 . _ L . .
- ‘fost, and 'prod::Eion restricticﬂs liﬁf*ed. the'.sample éiZe:
"decision for this ?study to 20% of the total.populatloq for each
independent site. Enployee names uere randohly seJected for'"each’u
stratum with the aid of sequentlal personnel computer llstlngs.L
.random number table was used to identify the part1clpants. )

Written questlonnalres were dmlnlstered_ln-group- meetinés. atl
each eite. An administrator v?s present’to answver any guestions'
‘raised by employees. The numbers of partlclpants and response rates
appear in the results section. _

The Evaluation of the vaotheses ) "
- * ‘P .

H1: To evaluate hypothesis 1, the response rates for the

indivdual items will be examined. Since these data will be usedyonly

in a descriptive manner, to indicate’ whether or not respondents can

conplete fractionation scales, no. 1nferent1al statlstlcs will be ‘

v

calculated. That is, 'no test of 51gn1f1cance ulll be performed.

o~ Y Bt



r'oefflclent alpha prov1des a qood estlamte of re-

N - . ¢
. .

o D DT - o :
St . M - 9 . - 8

823 To determlne 1F the sub1ects &Se more tnan five categoriés
when completlnq the questlonnalre, themiolloulnq procedures will be
nerformed. The un:;ue,responses'from e:;h site for évery item are
counted-'Theni'tney are averaqed amcpq the five sites to control for .
the effects of"sample size; This value; the mean'number of unique
responses for each 1tem, ‘will be- the un1t of ana1y51s far- the test
of hyéﬁthesls 2.YA s1Mp1e T test w111 be perfokned to determlne if

th1s value 1s s1qn1f1cant1y qreater than the) possible number' of .

(3

-d1fferent responses (5) in the ICA Audlt.

H3: Hypothes1s ‘[3j will. be evaluatedl by deétermining the

7

.“).‘ - ‘ - ¢ 3 .
relnaialltxes and’ varlances of f1Ve iscales (Informatlon\ Recelved-r
) 0w

fA"tual,' Information Recelved-ldeali Informatlon' Sourees-Actual,

-

vInformatlon Sources_Ideal and O?%anlzatlonal Outcomes). These. v111‘
.’ L}

4
be compared }o the equlvaient scales in_the ICA Communlcatloﬁ\Audlt

t‘uslnq the coeff1c1ents reported Ly Goldhaber and Roqers {1979) ..

4

-+ To compare the re11ab111ty of thgse new measures with the ICAY
o o ;

communlcatlon Audlt, Cronbach's alpha w111 be used. These procedures
s, b e .

are routlnely ’applled to~,a11‘ new tests(Nunnally,1978:21u). The‘

¢

for,ula for alpha is: . -, -3
D St ) \
rkk k/k 1(1- o/ )

where, rkk =the - re11ab111ty of the uhole test
"k -the numbgf of - 1tmes

=the sum of the 1tems in the covayf;%
R -

is based on*the 1nterna1 cons1stency of the 1nstrument's' items.

Thus, thls formula copslders sourc%s of measurement error that are
not based str1ct1y ‘on the sampllnq 4f items, but rather on the
sampling of situational factors accOmpanying the items (Nunnally,

As : . _ , 1:18:t ) v: - Y



'196\7':210). Due to the uniqueness of the

-separately;

‘response rate:for any set of iteas for any of

: SiﬁES. There wete no mass medla. R . - -

18

7

‘ohjective environments of

the five sites, the reliability cf  the scales .was determined'

..
a

IV.. Results _ . -

-+ H1: The resgonse rate for the fractlonat'on scales ranqed from

1'921 to 97%, ~with a mean for the five sites of 95.6%. The lowest,\

the flve 51tes Was

86% Clearly, workers seem.to beﬂable.to use these scales. But do

thev do 1t rellahly’ Ang, do they use'a -wide

Y

ange of points‘-on
then° ,% -
. ﬁ?: To determine if the subiects used more jthan five categorles
‘fhen conpletlnq the questionnaire, the-unlqu responses from each,'
s1te for every iten were counted.'|2 Then, they yere averaqed anonq
the,;;ve sltes to control for the effects of sanple s1ze,|3 The mean

number of anique responses ‘for each 1ten was the unit of analys1s

ifor the test of hypothesxs 2. Because of the var1 ce in the five

sitds! communication env1ronments,-only 66 of the~72 items wvere usedﬁ%

for the analysis. Six of the itens wére not appropriate for all

4

The mean number of dlfferent responses for these 66 1tems ’vas

1“:6. The standard dev1atlon was 1.73. ThlS value 1s srgnlflcantly
.\

.qreater than the. goss1b e number of different. responses (5) “in the

IZA procedpres ﬂ(t 5. 5 i £<.0005) . Further, even if the current ICA

format vere chanqed to 7,? or 11. roint scales, they vould be
) . .

. s / .
1nadequate to measure, the discriminatory ablllty -

~-

the current

subjects. T equals U. 39 (p<. 0005) for a 7-p01nt scale. 3.24 (p< 0054

for a 9-point scale and 2.08 (p<.05) for an 11?p01nt scale. Clearly,

~

the subjects discriminate with finer detail than is allowed with

e e g .-
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traditional fixed choice scales, sch&as used: by the ICA\End);ther

“audit systems. : . ' T R
. i = o

H3: Workers do use t hese scales rellably.

L]
’

Cronbach!s alpha *or the theﬁmean of the five sites of

7

-

RN . .
. ’ . . .4

} each ‘of ' the qroups of items is prefented below, alpngfwith—the
' reliabiliry COfolClentS .for the,‘cggéarable itenms "reported by
. Goldhaber and Rogers (1979). '
_ fract ¥ of i_tems'-'ICl'L:1 N of items .
Info. Received Actual ' .862 12 = ;eag,ﬁf! ‘13; ‘
*  Info. Received Ideal ‘ ;?181», ‘:12 - v 4852 - |
" Info. Sources Actuai .;a .798 - 15 ' ‘e699 . 12
' Info. Sources Ideal "f,,;838"_ 1W17‘ "(...7566/ o112
) Orqanlzatlonal Outcomes }.862: ST & -,d' "!8761 ‘ 11 .
) ‘~\\~ i . Let us ei?dine thedscale veriances Goldhaber and Rogers

N report for the ICA. procedures and compare then vith the pbtained "»

variances fro? the pew 1nstrunent. At-tbe same tlme. lét's multlp}y

. the varlances by the ‘reliabilities tqhmdetermlne the anoun;

L

.g§ﬂf% rel;able- varlgnc /» in lheéé iticl different procedutes. They are
. presenred be109; f1 - ‘ . i d | ‘ S B
ﬁ ?&v : N »lf,_' ."ET z}.frachYér'- X alphae, | ' ICA Var X';lrha_./
, Info. Recelved !ctual .QS,BZGﬂJB-"BQ LONG.28 *_18:94 ©16.71 ‘ o
* Info. aecelveg/rgfal | 75,078.55 68 922 11 11.78 ;10.06 ’
.fhfo. Sources Actual y5;514.19A §6,320;25 | 12.93 9.04 \
Info. Sources fdeal . 57,289.53 48,008.62 . 10.08 - 7.62°
orqanizetional‘Outcbmgs 53,775-66 u9,aoo-§o - 16;86 v. 14.77

Clearly, the procedures presented in tﬂis.‘paper_ are capable, of =~ 4

-

-

[.jobtainihq more rellaqle _varlance'gthan the traditional procedires

e e

which the ICk employse.

o e ANy

\)4 ] ' . / .. 1 . ——g




v.,Dlsﬁ$551on and Conclusrons o K D ,

. shqnld be chanqed to use fractlonatlon scales. They provide more

preci e neasures of organlzatlcqal coununlcatlon, they more closely

o4

corr spond .to the real number system and they are reliable,
. " . _ -

) urfhermore. the stae substantive retationships were found- wlthm the

'.fprec1se scales as those reported by Goddhaber and Rogers. ﬁovever,

. !* 1)
Y proprletary nature of the research prevents us from repartlnq them
here. Let 1t‘5uff1ce to to say that 1n terms of valldlty, ma“ nhmber
. -
- }»’
of ‘significant relatlonshlps were found between tlese,, SCalé items

and orqanizational perf mance megsures that theoretlcally should be

related re oy P absente 1snu.product1vmty. safety. union actlvlty).

The generalizability - of the reported f1ndings néy be enhanced

because the: -data gfre qathered over a wide égnge of organﬁgational

3 . ' ,...'
A ‘settlnqs Sand worker 'attrlbutes. For - theser reasons, we have
: o \

Conflde‘!% in our,recommendation that the ICA Communication Audit

.the crude, five p01nt, f1xed-ch01ce 1tems 1t currently employs.,

vVI. Sunmary l. "o FOR vy

o This paper propgsed a new.and moré-precise method of meaSuring

’

A ’ _
ommunication Audit and other similar audit systems. An aud1t was

kirqanlzatlonal ¢ommun1catlon than the one curf‘ntly ‘used in .the ICA'

-lperformed - to test these .proceduréh vith employees fronm @iVe.

™~

different business groups from within' a ‘large multinational
- corporation. The results showed that 1) workers can use these scales,
2) they ,use thenm reliably, 3) these methods produce sxgnlflcantly

- more varlaﬁézlthan traditional procedures, 4) workers dlscrlmlnate a

T 21

uresults reported here - suggest. that .the 1ICA proceduresi

these findings * are beyond the scope of thlS _ Papgr and\ the

should be chanqed }to 1ncorporate fractxonatlon scales xather than

W



qreater number of values than allowed h% eﬁhdltlonal fixed choice

.

~'1tens, and, . 5) theoretxcall?’valld relatlonshlps vere oQFalned As a

result of these flndlngs this paper advocates the adoptlon of
' A

direct-maqnltude estimate fractioném}on scales for _the neasuremeng_

O‘F Orqanlzatlon&l conmunlcatlon- (
. e
» ‘
.
R 3
7
~
\ " -
M 1
-
S <
. P .
oy : /
‘ - ~
L 3
.\6)
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-
' -

earlier versJ.on of the

. 12. A number of réspbnses which may be labélled statistical

: B - . ’ .
o outliers, those responses signifi¢antly discrepant from the ﬂjst' of ,
v ’ 7 v 3 vl \ : - '
the distribution of responses wer renov%d for thls analysis. The

»

crlterion chosen to 1dent1fy an o t11er was if the Value was greater
than‘B S.d. from the negxt highest value.- There were 19 (.3%) from

the ua‘m responses in the sample.

9
-

[}

13. The number of posslblg unique responses increases as a-

!

- function ofmhe number "of people respondlng to an 1ten. /rhe mean

,‘nunber of dlfferent responses for ﬁ(he five s:.tes | in the salple

Vi

» ‘ denonsf_ra tes thlsl clearly. ‘ S
" - Site | Mean 4 : B L bs
| B N [ - .5\3 . -\ L
2 < 1323 U o \
3 © 13.56 ‘86 .
6. 16.35 198 ‘
5 . ) 18. 92" 254

#

‘Regression analysis -indicates that fof™ea additional subiject,

there is'»a?, increase in thé ‘number of esponses  of .03.

Y (responses)=10.2 + ,03 X (subjects). B=.97.
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The purpose of this survey is to evaluate our communication practices and find *
- out what specific.areas need improvement. _ — ' o

- . .Todo this, we need ybu to assess these édmnjunication practiées. Your ideas and
‘responses will'_ help/ us make changes for the better. :

Please answer all questions, since each is important. Leave a question blank only
- if it does not apply to you. If there are any questions that.you do not understand,
please ask the survey administrator about them. '

Your responses wullbe held confidential. Domot sign your name.

Thank you for helping us in this important evaluation. '
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DIRECTIONS .

The. questions below uu the folldwlng scale: ?«L — slo 1? ' 1!':0 ‘
- ' ' . Nons ~ Average Twice Three Times -
o s Average Average,. .

] —

On this scale, "’50" is always average ant_ﬂ’O’-’ ig}v(e atall. Fo‘axample, say that "’50” represents the average ‘
amount of information an employee gets about safety practices. If ’560’ is the average amount, then you decide :
how much safety information you get. Use any number that is right for you. If you think you get less safety in-

. formation than average, write a smaller number than /50", If you et more than an average amount of safetyin- -

* formation, then write a number larger than 50" that shows how inuch mbge than average you get. if you feel
you get about an average amount, then yse 50", If you feel you get no infarmation, then use “0"’. Placeyour | . 1
number on the line'or in the box to the right of each question. Co- v ’

-EXAMPLE: If 50" is average accuracy, how accurate is your local T.V. news abo . ’

+ if your T.V. news about ~ is above average in accuracy, then use a number above 50" to show how much.
You might use 75", *’90”" or 140", depending on how above average the accuracy is. If you feel the reporting’
is less than average iﬁccuracy, pick a number sitialler than “50". If the reporting dccuracy is average, use

~ ™60". If itis not accurate at all, then use “0". ' ~

RECEIVING TYPES OF INFORMATION

‘

Below are types of infonnaﬁoq you may receivﬁ;o from various sources within your org_ahization. Glve each

topic two scores. First, score each for how much of that information you get, if “60" is the average amount an

employee gets. Then score each for how much you would like to receive, or how much you need to carry out
. . a1

your work activities in-tl;!g best way you can.

"~ HowMuchl| How Mugh |
TOPIC . _— Receiye . C Want/Meed

| Feedback on how well  do my job S §

Day-to-day work instructions ,

£

Goals and objectives of my work unit

Feedback on my work units performance ' ' S e
o benefit plans and how they affectme - | a

3

Organizational policies . - ' L

Promotion and advancement opporfunities

~ pay plan and how it affects me ’

lmportant.'new products, services or ~— , . ‘ ,
programs in my organization " ‘

Changes in plans or schedules from my depart-
ment’s other functions which affect me

How my job relates to the total operation
of my organization

P

Follow-up &ﬁqduﬁons, inquirles,”
. suggestions and complaints | voice

Other (Specify)

e



$OURCES OF INFORMATION. .

You may receive information about *~ and your job from various sources. We .use sources for several
reasons. Some sources are easier to'get to, some give better quality information. Some sources are more-ac-

curate; others are more useful o timefy. On the table below, score each of the sources you use for; (1) how:

“much you use them,(2) how much you would like to use them, (3) ease of access, (4) how useful each is to you,

adv. roundtables, . e

(5) how accurate each is, and (6) how timely each is for getting you information. Remember: *'50" is average. |t
will save you time if you do &ll.of Column 1 first;jthen all of Column 2, etc. <

. : m @ @ L@ e e
N PEOPLE How Much How Much You'd ~ Easeof How Useful . How How
. You Use ; Like to Use Access For You Accurate Timely

~

Co-workers in my unit

Workers in other units
- S

My supov'vis;:r

Middle mdmgen

Top managers

Thgnowie . | I S
: s . H;’ .

T . N oo - _-’; p
Group meetings, : i ]

¢

Informative mtgs. \

People who work for me v : . o

Union repressntatives

1) ' (2) (3 4 . {5) (e

, HowMuch |  How Much You'd Easeof How Useful How How
PUBLICATIONS You Use Like to Use Access For You ‘Accurate Timety'

Local publicaﬁom,' -
newsletters o : o : *

Written letters,

Bulletin boards

Company-wide
Ahnual Report

Union publications = o " .

Monogram magazine

S . (2) 3 (4 s - ®

-, |- How Much How Much You'd Easeof . How Useful " How How
OTHER SOURCES YouUss |  LiketoUse Access “For You Accurate | Timely

. Locs! public

newspaper *®

' Local T.V. news

#4,



WORK Euv;lnonmsm

An impomht pdrt of \Morking within an organization is the satisfaction one receives from working there. If
"50“ is the averago satisfaction, how satisfled are you with: . o

3 ’ . .
i

My plant s ovoqll efﬁciency of oporation . S

The ovegli qua}rty of Ty orgamzation 8 product arqd services

- My orgdnizati n's aqhievoment of lu goais and objectives ‘ . _ ‘

My orgamzpﬂ%n g«bvorall“commumcatron offor& : ‘ .

J

My nblatlonship wnth co- -workers

Tye,extent fb which my supervisor hstens to mo

4 How freo 1 feel to spégk my oprmon to m! shparvlsor

J L
The contrrbutron l rr}a\’qa i accomphshfn méorganization s goals

The cooperation of co-workérs to ac_complish organizational goals '

~ How proud | am to tell others | work for ' - . - A

_ How proud 1 feel to work in my plant, compared to any other

BUSINéSS RELATED INFORMATION ' } o )
’ Pe’ﬁodrﬁy, our communicators generate information about the Company and Jur local plant to try and

keep y 0 d_ate. To see how eﬂecﬁvely we have manage_d to get this informiation to you, could you tell -
us..
Compared to a year ago, how would you describe the employmont level of your location?

1. inadownturn - . v .

2. stable ’ :

3. increasing S _ . - —_—

. Compared to a year ago, is the market for your location’s products or sarvrces‘
1. shrinking . :
.2, stable )
3. -growing -

In coming years, do you feel your busmess will; ' ) ' . ;-
1. grow . - : :
2. ;ﬁﬁa}brlize ) ' : ' _ S .

3. rink : ' _ o > » .

" What would you say are your location’s three most rmporunt buslnm objectives for this yoar?

1.

z- * - . ‘_ » . 2 . ‘.
3. - . N .

What are your business’ end prodhcts? (locomotives, electric motors, etc.) S ..
1. : - — : -)
2 _ : ’

3.

31



"N . ' tkt three custo'men who burch_ase these products:

1.

2

3.

List three firms that compete with your local business; - -
1.

2, - . 3 2

Al

3.

Last year, . profits were about:
1. 2¢/per dollar of sales
2: 6¢/perdollar of sales
3. 15 ¢ per dollar of sales
- 4, 27 ¢/perdollar of sales -
5. 48¢//ber doliar of sales

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

. b

123

- .
v

- Sometimes communication patterns are affécged bysuch things as thﬂéngthj of.time that a person has been
on a job, and the number of different job experiences or types of work that he or she has done. These details will
help us improve our communication techniques for all types of employee groups. To-help us, could you tell us...

How old are you? . '

¥

" How many years have you worked for

Please indicate thé last school year You complefesi: 8/7 _ ‘
16.717 18 19 20

67 89 10 11 12213 14 15"

How rmany months have'you worked in your current position?

- In which function is your current assignment?

Manufacturing
Engineering
Marketing or Sales
Finance * ’
Relations
Legal ' )
. Research and Development
§rategic Planning"
‘Program Management
Other (Specify)

Y

SCoouampwn

What is your sei?‘
1. Male -
2. Female I

~ How many years have you w ""'k'éd in your current plant location?

Pléase identify your work statug:
" 1. Hourly individual contributor
2. Non-exempt salaried clerk, secretary or technician
3. Exempt individusi contributor g
4. Supervisor or fareman
- 5. Manager
A :

During the past ten years, in how many *

to the nearest year)? _ NI

. organizations have you been employed?

».
5
S
Caf,
. 'v

- ~

|

\
B ——
v
g
<
»
-
. ,
.
s,
——————————
)
———————
_—— 2
L]
A
————————————————
f -
. o
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WE wouLb A]"PRECIATE ANY IDEAS YOU CAN OFFER ON IMPﬁOVING OUR dOMMUNlCATION EFFORT:

Y . ’ BN ¢

!
— —
L
. WE WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR COMMENTS ON THIS suni'mr; '
g ~ THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME
'AND COOPERATION
Y
o ] 33




